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Attached for your review and concurrence, please find a Record
of Decision (ROD) for the King of Prussia Site's second operable
unit (OU2). The OU2 renedy is intended to address residually
contam nated soils around a Forner Buried Drum Area on the Site.
This area was the source of volatile organic chenmical contanination
of the ground water underlying the site. The buried druns were

renmoved fromthe area in 1991. In late 1992 the soil in the Forner
Buri ed Drum Area was anal yzed and in 1993 the EPA conpl eted an
assessment of the hunman health risks fromthe soil. During the

ri sk assessnent the EPA al so derived cl eanup goals for the soil

In 1993 the PRPs requested perm ssion fromthe EPA to excavate
and renmove soil in the Former Buried Drum Area that posed a hunan
health risk. The EPA issued an Action Menorandum for this work and
directed the PRP Group to conplete the work under the terns of the
unilateral order. |In early 1994 the PRPs conpl eted the renoval of
all soil not neeting EPA' s cl eanup goal

Al'l soil in the Former Buried Drum Area that contained
contam nati on above t he EPA-approved risk-based cl eanup | evel, have
been excavated and renoved fromthe Site. The area has been
regraded and revegetated. The Forner Buried Drum Area no | onger
poses an unacceptable risk to human health or the environnent and
it will no |onger act as a source of contanmi nation to the
underlying ground water. EPA's decision is that no further action
be taken to renediate soils in the Former Buried Drum Area

This decision is the sane as the one proposed in the Proposed

Pl an, which EPA subnmitted to the public in August 1995. The public
comment period for the Proposed Plan ended on Septenber 14, 1995.
EPA did not receive any witten comments during the public coment
period. A public neeting was held on August 23, 1995. Comments
recei ved during the public neeting period are addressed in the
attached Responsiveness Summary.
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DECI SI ON DECLARATI ON
RECORD OF DECI SI ON
Ki ng of Prussia Technical Corporation
SI TE NAVE AND LOCATI ON

Ki ng of Prussia Technical Corporation
W nsl ow Townshi p, Canden County, New Jersey

STATEMENT OF BASI S AND PURPCSE

This Record of Decision presents the selected renedial action for
the King of Prussia Site in Wnslow Townshi p, New Jersey. The
renmedy was selected in accordance with the requirements of the
Conpr ehensi ve Environnental Response, Conpensation and Liability
Act of 1980, as anended (CERCLA), and to the extent practicable,
the National O and Hazardous Substances Pollution Contingency
Pl an (NCP).

The New Jersey Departnment of Environnental Protection concurs
with the selected remedy. The information supporting this
decision is contained in the adm nistrative record for the site.

DESCRI PTI ON OF THE SELECTED REMEDY

The response action described in this document represents the
second operable unit for the King of Prussia site. |t addresses
resi dual |l y-contam nated soils associated with a buried drum area
at the site. The Environnental Protection Agency (EPA) has
determ ned that no further action is necessary with regard to

t he subject soils.

A previous Record of Decision, signed on Septenber 28, 1990,
addressed the renedi ati on of contami nated soils, sedinments and
sl udges on the site and contam nated ground water in the
underlying aquifer. The renedy selected at that tinme also

i ncl uded the renoval of tankers and buried druns on the site.

EPA renoved the tankers and buried drums in 1991. Subsequently,
a group of potentially responsible parties has conpleted all the
remai ni ng construction activities conprising the initial remedy
for the site. Treatnment of the contam nated ground water is
ongoing. In addition, in February 1994, the responsible parties
conpl eted the excavati on and di sposal of the contami nated soils
surroundi ng the forner buried drum area exceedi ng the risk-based
cl eanup goal s established by EPA. Consequently, no further
action in connection with these soils is necessary.

DECLARATI ON OF STATUTORY DETERM NATI ONS



In accordance with the requirenments of CERCLA and the NCP, |
have determ ned that no further renedial action is necessary to
protect human health and the environnent involving the second
operable unit at the King of Prussia site. The response action
conpl eted by the responsible parties in 1994 effectively renoved
all contam nated soils above the cl eanup goal s established by
EPA.

Because the soils associated with the buried drum area no | onger
contai n hazardous substances above health-based |l evels, the five
year review puruant to CERCLA and the NCP does not apply to this
deci si on.

Jeanne M Fox Dat e
Regi onal Adnmi ni strator

DECI SI ON  SUMVARY
KI NG OF PRUSSI A TECHNI CAL CORPCRATI ON SI TE
I NTRODUCTI ON

This Record of Decision presents the no further action renedy for Operable Unit 2 (OUJ2) at
the King of Prussia Site |ocated in Wnslow Townshi p, Canden County, New Jersey. The site
was added to the National Priorities List (NPL) by the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA)
in 1985. On Septenber 28, 1990, follow ng the conpletion of a Renedial |nvestigation and
Feasibility Study (RI/FS), EPA issued a Record of Decision (ROD) for Operable Unit 1 (QUL)
of the King of Prussia Site.

This OU2 ROD was devel oped in accordance with the requirenments of the Conprehensive

Envi ronnent al Response, Conpensation and Liability Act (CERCLA) of 1980, as anmended, and
the National O | and Hazardous Substances Pollution Contingency Plan (NCP) of 1990. This
deci si on docunent serves to explain the factual and | egal basis for selecting the no further
action

renmedy for the site.

I nformati on supporting the no further action renedy is contained in the adm nistrative record
for the site. This ROD contains a Decision Declaration, Decision Summary, and a
Responsi veness Sunmary.

SI TE DESCRI PTI ON
Site Characteristics:

The King of Prussia site is |ocated on Piney Holl ow Road on tax block 8801, lot 1A in Wnslow
Townshi p, Canden County, New Jersey (Figure 1). The ten-acre site is in a rural area
approxinately 30 m | es southeast of Phil adel phia, Pennsylvania.

The Iand to the northeast, northwest and southwest of the site is within a dense pine forest of
t he state-owned, 6,000-acre Wnslow WIdlife Managenent area (Figure 2) and is primarily used

for recreational purposes. The site is also within the New Jersey Pinel ands National Reserve,
whi ch enconpasses portions of six counties in southern New Jersey.



The nearest residence is a single famly hone approxinmately one nmle northeast of the site.

Pi ney Hol | ow Road borders the site to the southeast and an unnaned fire road is |located 200 to
500 feet southwest. The Atlantic Cty Expressway and U S. Route 322 (Bl ack Horse Pike) are

|l ocated 2 miles northeast and southwest of the site, respectively.

Two groundwat er aquifers have been identified at the site. These aquifers are part of the

Ki r kwood- Cohansey Aquifer System The upper aquifer ranges from 15 feet to approxi mately

35 feet below the ground surface. The |ower aquifer ranges from50 feet to approxi nately 250
feet bel ow the surface. The ground water flows towards the southwest at a rate of one foot per
day in the upper aquifer and 0.4 feet per day in the |lower aquifer. The high porosity and
pernmeability of the soils in the area result in rapid infiltration of precipitation to the
under | yi ng

aqui fer.

The nearest body of surface water is the Great Egg Harbor River, approximtely 1,000 feet

sout hwest of the site (Figure 2). The river is used for recreational purposes and has been
nationally designated as a WIld and Scenic River. A natural |and depression, known as a swal e,
once directed runoff fromthe site | agoons towards the Great Egg Harbor River

The nearest residential potable well is approximately one mle northeast and upgradi ent of the
site. There are additional wells which do not serve as potable water supplies, within a half-
mile

radius of the site. These wells are |ocated at a Johnson Matthey Inc. facility, |ocated just
acr oss

Piney Holl ow Road fromthe site, and the field office of the New Jersey Division of Fish, Gane
and Wldlife, located on the opposite side of the Great Egg Harbor River

Al t hough no historic or landmark sites are directly affected by the site, the area has a high
potential for archeol ogical resources in areas not disturbed by nodern activity.

There are no endangered species within close proximty of the site, but the G eat Egg Harbor
Ri ver and wetlands habitats along the river support nigratory species which could be inpacted
by site contani nants.

The site itself is relatively level, and rectangul arly shaped. The area has been reveget at ed
with
upl and trees, shrubbery and grasses. The swal e has been revegetated with wetl and speci es.

SI TE H STORY
Oigin of the Problem

On July 1, 1970, the King of Prussia Technical (KOP) Corporation presented a proposal to the
W nsl ow Township Conmittee for the KOP Corporation to purchase a tract of |and owned by

the township for the purpose of constructing a waste recycling facility. The proposal was
subsequent |y approved by the township and operations at the site began by January 1971

Si x | agoons were used to process liquid industrial waste. The stated intention by the KOP
Corporation was to convert these wastes to materials that could be nmarketed for construction
pur poses and other uses. However, the KOP Corporation was unable to market these materials
and the site soon had nore waste than it could process and sell. A mninumof 15 mllion
gal l ons of acids and al kal i ne aqueous waste were processed at the facility when the KOP
Corporation was the operator, with excess nmaterials transported to other disposal |ocations.

The KOP Corporation filed for bankruptcy on April 8, 1974. Prior to declaring bankruptcy,
KOP sold its hauling operation to Evor Phillips Incorporated which subsequently purchased the



site property. It is believed that operations ceased and the site was abandoned in late 1973 to
early 1974. |In 1976, Wnsl ow Township forecl osed on the property for failure of Evor Phillips
to

pay taxes, and the township resuned ownership of the property. The township is the current
owner of the property. [Illegal dunping of trash and hazardous materials was suspected to have
occurred prior to installation of a fence by the Potentially Responsible Parties (PRPs) in 1988.

Renedi al Actions and Initial Investigations by the EPA and the NJDEP

The New Jersey Department of Environnental Protection (NJDEP) was first notified of possible
unaut hori zed activities at the site in January 1975. Subsequent site inspections by NJDEP and a
ground-wat er study by Geraghty and MIler in 1976 indicated contam nation of the soils and
ground water at the site.

EPA confirned the contam nation with additional sanpling and investigations during 1979, 1980
and 1982. In Decenber 1985, the site was formally included on the NPL

I nvesti gati ons conducted by the PRPs with EPA oversight, were started in 1985, with the
Renedi al | nvestigati on Report being approved in August 1989 and the Feasibility Study issued
to the public in July 1990. EPA also conducted a Suppl enental Feasibility Study which was
rel eased in August 1990.

EPA perforned several renpval actions at the Site, including: the excavation and

recycling/di sposal of 120 plastic containers, 159 tons of heavy metal contam nated soil and 150
gallons of acid (conpleted in Septenber 1990); the excavation and off-site disposal of 200
rusted

steel druns and 235 plastic carboys containing acids and organic liquids within the portion of
t he

Site designated as the Buried Drum Area (now known as the Fornmer Buried Drum Area)

(compl eted in Novenber 1991); and the disposal of two rusted steel tankers (conpleted in

August 1991).

In 1993, a Focused Feasibility Study (FFS) was conducted by the PRPs, under EPA direction, to
evaluate renedial alternatives for the Former Buried Drum Area. On March 11, 1993, EPA

i ssued its evaluation of Human Health Ri sks posed by residually contam nated soils in the

Former Buried Drum Area. In February 1994, the PRPs conpleted a renopval action which

consi sted of the excavation and off-site disposal of residually contam nated soils in the Forner
Buried Drum Area to neet the health-based soil cleanup goals established by EPAin its March
1993 Ri sk Assessnent.

SCOPE AND ROLE OF THE OPERABLE UNI TS

Subsequent to the 1990 ROD, to facilitate remedial activities EPA divided the cleanup into
t hree phases, or operable units (OUs).

Qperable Unit One

The ROD for QUL addresses renedi ati on of contam nated ground water and netal s-

contam nated soils, sedinments and sludges, as well as the renpoval of tankers and buried druns
fromthe site. To date, EPA has removed the rusted tankers fromthe site and the drums from
the Buried Drum Area (now known as the Former Buried Drum Area). On April 15, 1991,

EPA i ssued an Admi nistrative Order, Index No. Il CERCLA 10106 (Order), directing a group

of five PRPs (PRP Group) to conplete the renedial activities described in the Septenber 1990
ROD.



In June 1993, the PRP Group conpleted QUL by treating approximately 19,200 tons of netals-
contam nated soils and sludges in a soil washing system The soil washing process renoved

contam nants fromsoil using particle size separation techniques. 1t has been shown that
contam nants tend to bind to the fine particles contained in soil. By separating the free
particles

fromthe sand fraction, the mgjority of contam nation was renoved. The sand was then washed
using a washing solution to remove any residual contamination. The treated sand was
backfilled on site, and revegetated fol |l owi ng the EPA-approved Habitat Restoration Plan

Qperable Unit Two

A second operable unit (OU2), which is the subject of this ROD, was identified in the
Sept enber 1990 ROD. The purpose of O is to address the residually-contam nated soils
associated with the Forner Buried Drum Area.

During a 1991 renoval action, EPA excavated and renpoved the druns fromthe Forner Buried
Drum Area. Since then, studies found that the residually-contam nated soils in the Forner
Buried Drum Area were a potential threat to future residents and also a threat to the ground
wat er underlying the KOP Site. In the June 1993 Ri sk Assessnent, EPA established a risk-

based | evel of contam nants that would be protective of human health. |In February 1994, the
PRP Group conpl eted excavati on and di sposal of all soils that had concentrations of
contam nants exceeding this level. This renoval action was authorized by EPA through a

Sept enber 21, 1993 Action Menorandum

As EPA' s risk-based cleanup | evels have been net, the Agency has selected a no further action
renedy for the Forner Buried Drum Area. This renmedy conplies with all federal and state
requi renents.

Qperable Unit Three

Recently, the PRP Group conpl eted construction of a groundwater extraction, treatnent and
reinjection systemas described in the 1990 ROD. The groundwater treatnent system consists

of a recovery systemw th eleven recovery wells. The recovery wells are punped to produce an

i nfluent flow of about 200 gallons per nminute of ground water, or about 280,000 gallons per day.
The water is punped into an influent holding tank and then passed through el ectrochem ca

cells. Ferrous ions are released fromiron plates within the cells, and through a chem ca
reacti on, chromum a contam nant of concern, is converted fromits hexavalent state to its
trivalent state. Trivalent chromumis both |ess toxic and easier to renove than hexaval ent
chrom um

The ground water then passes into a mxing tank were it is mxed with a polyner solution

Metal contaminants bind with the polynmer and the polyner/netals mxture is settled out in a
clarifier tank. The water is passed through a nmulti-nmedia filter where any remaining particles
are removed. The water is then punped to two air strippers were the majority of the volatile
organi ¢ conpounds (VOCs) are renmpoved. A carbon polishing unit is used to renove renaining
VCCs.

After treatnent, the ground water is sanpled to ensure that the ROD limts are being mnet

before being reinjected into the aquifer through the ten infiltration galleries along the river,
and

the five infiltration trenches near the groundwater treatnent facility building. The
reinjection

scenario is designed so that the plune is contained, and contami nants cannot flow into the

Great Egg Harbor River.



This system began treating contam nated ground water in early 1995. By August 1995 the
treatment system had renoved approxi mately 600 pounds of nmetals and 400 pounds of VQOCs

fromthe ground water. This renedial action will continue until the ground water neets the safe
drinking water levels set forth in the Septenber 1990 ROD.

COMVUNI TY RELATI ONS HI STORY

EPA and NJDEP rely on public conment and di scussion to ensure that the concerns of the
conmunity are considered in selecting an effective renmedy for each Superfund site. Towards
this end, a description of the proposed No Further Action Remedy for O was distributed to
the public as a Proposed Plan. EPA sought comrents during a 30-day public conrent period
whi ch ended on Septenber 14, 1995. |In addition, on August 23, 1995, EPA held a public
neeting in Wnslow Township to discuss this No Further Action remedy and to answer
qguestions frominterested parties.

Conments received at the public nmeeting are addressed in the Responsiveness Sunmary Section
of this ROD. It should be noted that no witten coments were received during the public
conment peri od.

SUMVARY OF THE FORMER BURI ED DRUM AREA SO LS CHARACTERI [ STI CS

The i npl enentati on of OU2 began with the anal yses of soil within the Forner Buried Drum
Area. As stated above, during a 1991 renoval action, buried druns and visibly contani nated
soils were excavated and di sposed of off-site by EPA. However, residual soil contani nation
remaining in the area needed to be characterized. The soil was sanpled and anal yzed by the
PRP Group in 1992 in accordance with the Decenber 5, 1991 KOP Renedi al Design Workpl an

Three soil sanples fromeach of 21 borings were analyzed for VOCs, sem volatile organic
conpounds and netals. These borings were placed on an approxinately 30-foot grid within the
area of previous excavation (see Figure 3).

A conpilation of the analytical data are contained in the July 1992 Analytical Quality Assurance
Report for the Forner Buried Drum Area Sanples. Also, additional soil data are contained in
t he August 3, 1993 FFS Report.

Using the soil data, EPA perforned a R sk Assessnment to evaluate any risks that nmay be posed
by the soils in the Forner Buried Drum Area. The results of the Ri sk Assessnent are
sunmari zed bel ow.

SI TE Rl SK SUMVARY
Ri sks Posed by Forner Buried Drum Area Soil s

An EPA study entitled "Assessnent of the Human Health Ri sks Associ ated wi th Contam nated

Soils at the Former Buried Drum Area of the King of Prussia Site (June 1, 1993)" eval uated the
ri sks posed by the soils in the Fornmer Buried Drum Area and determ ned an acceptabl e cl eanup
goal for those soils. During a three nonth period beginning in Novenber 1993, soils around the
Former Buried Drum Area at the site were excavated and di sposed of off-site by the PRP

Group, with EPA oversight, to neet the EPA-established risk-based cl eanup goal s.

Consequently, the soils associated with the Fornmer Buried Drum Area no | onger pose an
unacceptable risk to hunman health or the environment.

In the devel opment of risk-based cleanup goals for the soils associated with the Forner Buried
Drum Area, EPA analyzed two exposure pat hways, including soil ingestion and groundwat er

i npacts. The risks posed by surface soils and subsurface soils were assessed separately. The
ri sks once associated with the Forner Buried Drum Area and the cl eanup goals devel oped to
renmedy those risks are discussed bel ow.



Surface Soils

The |l evel s of contam nation that were detected in the Former Buried Drum Area in 1992 are
presented in Table 1. The only area in which positively identified conpounds were detected in
el evated concentrations in surface soils were at sanple DB-3 (see Figure 3), which contained 14
parts per mllion (ppn) of tetrachloroethylene (PCE) in the zero to two foot range.

Subsurface Soil s

Significantly higher concentrations of contam nants were detected in the subsurface soils of the
Former Buried Drum Area. Sanple DB-2 was the nost highly contam nated, with 16,000 ppm

PCE detected in the four to six foot range, and 2,600 ppmin the six to eight foot range.

Xyl enes, 1, 2-dichl orobenzene, and 1, 4-di chl orobenzene were al so present in sanple DB-2, with
concentrations of 330 ppm 240 ppmand 37 ppmin the four to six foot range, respectively.
Concentrations of PCE, xylene and dichlorobenzenes all decreased in the six to eight foot range
of sanple DB-2. Sanple DB-3 was simlarly contam nated with PCE, xylene, and 1, 2-

di chl orobenzene, though concentrati ons were not as el evated as those seen in sanple DB-2.

Less significant levels of contami nation were detected in sanples DB-8 and DB- 10.

Heal th Ri sk Assessnent of Direct Contact with Surface Soils

Potential carcinogenic risks were eval uated using the cancer slope factors devel oped by EPA for
t he indi cator conpounds. Cancer slope factors (SFs) have been devel oped by EPA for

estimating excess lifetinme cancer risks associated with exposure to potentially carcinogenic
chem cals. SFs, which are expressed in units of (ng/kg-day)-1, are nultiplied by the estinmated
i ntake of a potential carcinogen, in ng/kg-day, to generate an upper-bound estinmate of the
excess lifetinme cancer risk associated with exposure to the conpound at that intake level. The
term "upper bound" reflects the conservative estimate of the risks calculated fromthe SF. Use
of this approach nakes the underesti mati on of the risk highly unlikely.

Noncar ci nogeni ¢ ri sks were assessed using a hazard index (H') approach, based on a

conpari son of expected contam nant intakes and safe | evels of intake (Reference Doses).

Ref erence doses (RfDs) have been devel oped by EPA for indicating potential adverse health
effects. RfDs, which are expressed in units of ng/kg-day, are estinates of daily exposure

l evel s

for humans which are thought to be safe over a lifetine (including sensitive individuals).
Estimated i ntakes of chemicals fromenvironmental media (e.g., the anount of a chenica

i ngested from contani nated drinking water) are conpared with the RFD to derive the hazard
quotient for the contam nant in the particular nedia. The hazard index is obtained by adding
the hazard quotients for all compounds across all nedia. A hazard index greater than one

i ndi cates that the potential exists for noncarcinogenic health effects to occur as a result of
site-

rel ated exposures. The H provides a useful reference point for gauging the potentia
significance of nmultiple contani nant exposures within a single mediumor across nedia.

The primary hazard potentially associated with PCE in surface or near-surface soils is

i nci dent al

i ngestion by potential future residents. The risk associated with ingestion of soils
cont am nat ed

wi th the maxi num det ected concentration of PCE was assessed using the current default
exposure paraneters outlined in Office of Solid Waste and Energency Response directive

9285. 6-03, as shown in Table 2. The maxi num detected concentrati on of PCE in surface soils
(14 ppm, detected in sanple DB-3, the exposure paraneters described in Table 2 and the

i ndices of toxicity shown in Table 3 were factored into the equations presented in Table 4, to
determ ne the cancer risk and hazard index potentially associated with exposure through

i ngesti on of PCE-contam nated surface soils by future residents. The cancer risk associated
with



this exposure was 4.2 x 10-7. The correspondi ng hazard i ndex was bel ow 0.01. These results
suggest that even under the npbst conservative scenario, exposure to contam nated surface soils
at the Former Buried Drum Area woul d have been highly unlikely to be associated with any
adverse health effects even prior to renedial action

Heal th Ri sk Assessnent of Direct Contact with Subsurface Soils

Subsurface soils associated with the Former Buried Drum Area were nore highly contani nated

than surface soils in this area. Under EPA risk cal cul ati on procedures, subsurface soils are
not

consi dered avail abl e under direct contact exposure scenarios, and thus were not of concern from
t he standpoi nt of incidental ingestion. Nevertheless, EPA deternined what the potential risk
woul d be if the subsurface soils becane available for direct contact exposure, should they
beconme avail able follow ng excavation activities at the site. Use of the nmaxi num detected
concentration of PCE (16,000 ppmin the four to six foot range of sanple DB-2) in the risk
assessment cal cul ations presented in Table 4, resulted in a calcul ated cancer risk of 5 x 10-4
and

a hazard index of 2.3. Both the cancer risk and the hazard i ndex were greater than val ues which
EPA has deternined to be acceptable (cancer risk of one in ten thousand (1x10-4) to one in one
mllion (1x10-6) and hazard index of 1).

In addition to PCE, xylene, 1,2-dichlorobenzene and 1, 4-dichl orobenzene were detected in
subsurface soils. Health risks associated with potential direct contact exposures to maxi num
concentrations of these contam nants in subsurface soils were deternined using the equations
presented in Table 4. The hazard indices associated with direct contact exposures to xylene and
1, 2-di chl orobenzene were bel ow 0.01 and 0.04, respectively, denobnstrating that the
concentrations of these contam nants in the soils of the Former Buried Drum Area were not of
concern. The cancer risk associated with direct contact with soils contanminated with 1, 4-

di chl orobenzene was determined to be 5 x 10-7, well below EPA's |evel of concern

The results of this conservative assessment of risks associated with direct contact with
contam nated soils by future residents suggested that only PCE had the potential to present
unacceptabl e risks. The risks due to incidental ingestion of soils contanm nated with PCE were
extraordinarily renpote, given that the site is not devel oped for residential use; significant
concentrations of PCE were present only in subsurface soils; PCE would be unlikely to remain
in elevated concentrations in surface soils due to its high volatility; and the risk assessnent
was

based on the naxi mum concentration of PCE that was detected at the site prior to renedia
activities.

Potential Contam nation of Ground Water by Contam nants in Soi

The Seasonal Soil Conpartnment Mdel [SESO L] (Bonazountas and Wagner, 1984; Hetrick et

al ., 1989) was used to deternine the potential inpacts of subsurface PCE soil contam nation on
t he degradati on of ground water underlying the site. The SESO L nodel was devel oped for use
by EPA, and is designed for determ nation of nobility of contam nants in unsaturated soils at
hazardous waste sites. Generic paraneters for the State of New Jersey and neteorol ogi cal data
for Trenton, New Jersey were used to nodel inpacts at the King of Prussia site. Site

contam nati on was assuned to extend fromthe soil surface to a depth of four feet. G ound

wat er was assunmed to be present ten feet below the soil surface. Soils were assuned to be
sandy |loam wth a noisture content of 0.2% a porosity of 0.41, and an organi c carbon content
0.1% For the purposes of nodeling, degradation of PCE present in subsurface soils was
assuned to be nonexistent. The input paraneters for the nodel are considered to be a
conservative, reasonable estimate of the conditions present at the King of Prussia site.

The risk assessnent for the QUL ROD determ ned that unacceptable health risks could be
associ ated with potential potable use of ground water contam nated with PCE and ot her



conpounds. The SESO L nodel was used to determne soil concentration levels resulting in
groundwat er contam nant concentrati ons bel ow the ROD cl eanup goal of 1 ppb. The nodel

assuned that a 100-fold dilution would occur as contam nants entered the ground water
Accordingly, the nodel was used to determ ne soil concentrations which would result in
concentrations 100 tines the groundwater target at the point the contam nant entered the
groundwat er colum. The soil concentration of PCE generated using this approach was 1 ppm

PCE was detected at concentrations as nuch at 16,000 tines this level in subsurface soils of the
Former Buried Drum Area. The presence of elevated concentrations of PCE in the subsurface

soils confirms that the Forner Buried Drum Area nay have served as a significant source of
contam nation to the ground water underlying the site.

CLEANUP GOALS FOR CONTAM NATED SO LS ASSOCI ATED W TH THE FORMER
BURI ED DRUM AREA

Direct Contact Exposures

Only PCE was determ ned to present a potential hazard in subsurface soils due to incidenta
i ngestion of contam nated soils by potential future site residents. The nbst conservative

cl eanup

goal for PCE based on direct contact with contaminated soils was derived using the equation for
the deternination of cancer risks (Table 4). It was determ ned that a cleanup goal of 33 ppm
woul d prevent unacceptable risks due to soil ingestion

Protecti on of G ound Water

The ground water cleanup goal for PCE specified in the 1990 ROD was 1 part per billion (ppb).
The SESO L npdel was used to determne that soil concentration levels of 1 ppmwould result
i n groundwat er contam nant concentrati ons bel ow the ground water cleanup goal

Sunmary and Concl usi ons

PCE, xylene, 1,2-dichlorobenzene, and 1, 4-dichl orobenzene were detected in soils at the Forner
Buried Drum Area of the King of Prussia site. Contanination due to xylene, 1,2-

di chl orobenzene, and 1, 4-di chl orobenzene were determ ned not to present unacceptable |evels of
risk due to direct contact with soils by potential future on-site residents. Historically,

t hese

conpounds have not been detected in ground water at the site, and are not considered to be of

primary concern.

The potential hazards associated with direct contact with PCE-contam nated soils were

determ ned to be mninmal even prior to the renoval of soil fromthe Fornmer Buried Drum

Area. Wiile a highly conservative assessnment of direct contact risks by potential future on-
site

resi dents generated potential risks slightly above EPA's target range, the series of events
required to realize such risks were extrenely unlikely.

PCE was identified as a contam nant of concern in ground water underlying the site in the QU1
ROD, and was determ ned to present unacceptable health risks. PCE present in subsurface soils
of the Former Buried Drum Area was a likely source for continued degradati on of ground water
underlying the site.

Cl eanup levels for PCE were devel oped based on the mitigation of risks due to direct contact
wi th contam nated subsurface soils and protection of ground water underlying the site. As
stated above, the cleanup | evel based on the direct contact scenario was cal culated to be 33

ppm

Cl eanup goal s based on the protection of ground water at the site were devel oped using the



SESO L nodel. This nodelling effort determined that PCE soil concentrations greater that 1
ppm are expected to result in further degradation of the ground water underlying the site.

The 1 ppm cl eanup goal for protection of groundwater is nore conservative than the goa
derived for direct contact. As such, the overall cleanup goal for the renediation of the Forner
Buried Drum Area was set at 1 ppm PCE.

FORMER BURI ED DRUM AREA SO L REMOVAL ACTI ON

The 1993 FFS was conducted to evaluate renedial alternatives for the Former Buried Drum

Area. The FFS was based on the data and interpretations of the Former Buried Drum Area
presented in the July 14, 1989 Draft Final Renedial Investigation, the data collected during the
execution of the Decenber 5, 1991 Renedi al Design Work Plan, and on additional field

sanpl ing conducted in January 1993. The renedial action objective established by EPA was to

be a risk-based cleanup | evel for PCE. The conclusions of the FFS indicated that the preferred
renedial alternative for the protection of human health and the environnment fromthe residual
contam nation in the soils associated with the Forner Buried Drum Area was the excavation

and off-site disposal of the inpacted soils.

Rermoval Action Work Pl an

In an August 20, 1993 letter to EPA, the PRP G oup requested permnission to performthe
necessary soil excavation as a renoval action, pursuant to the April 15, 1991 Order. On
Septenber 21, 1993, EPA issued an Action Menorandum for the performance of a renoval

action at the Forner Buried Drum Area of the KOP site. Subsequently, in an Cctober 8, 1993
| etter, EPA approved the PRP Group's request to performthe renoval action. |In addition,
EPA directed the PRP Group to prepare a work plan for soil excavation, staging, sanpling,
anal yses and off-site disposal of inpacted soils exceeding the EPA established soil cleanup
I evel .

Rermoval Action Criteria

Since there are no contam nant-specific Applicable or Rel evant and Appropriate Requirenents
(ARARs) for Soils, EPA devel oped Soil cleanup |levels through the performance of a site-specific
human health risk assessnment. As explained in a previous section of this docunent, PCE was

sel ected as the indicator contani nant upon which the cleanup of the Former Buried Drum Area
was based. The npbst stringent cal cul ated cl eanup goal for the Forner Buried Drum Area soils

is 1 ppmof PCE. This was the |evel selected by EPA for soil renediation.

Description of Forner Buried Drum Area Renopval Action

Based on the available data, two areas were identified for excavation during the renoval action
(Figure 4). These were designated as Area No. 1 and Area No. 2. The dinensions of Area No.

1 were approximately 40 feet by 60 feet and the dinensions of Area No. 2 were approxi mately

25 feet by 25 feet. Each of these areas was delineated by estinmating the concentration contours
for PCE and then selecting the 1 ppmcontour as the boundaries of the renpval areas. The
estimated depth of renedi ation was approxi mately 8 feet based on the groundwater |evel at the
site.

Al activities were conpleted follow ng EPA approval of the Wirk Plan submitted by the PRP
Group. Areas No. 1 and No. 2 were identified during the previous investigations and
established during the FFS for the Forner Buried Drum Area. Soils containing elevated | evels
of PCE were renmoved from both areas until established cleanup goals were denpbnstrated to be
met .

During the excavation of the areas, qualitative prelinmnary screening was conducted using field
sanpling techniques to segregate the soils as they were being renbved. Soils were then



stockpiled in the appropriate categories. This screening technique was al so used to define
perimeters that were bel ow EPA' s risk-based cl eanup | evel for PCE

Soi |l sanples were collected fromeach excavation to confirmthat the established cl eanup goal s
had been achi eved. Each perinmeter sanple was screened using field anal yses techni ques for
PCE and ot her select VOCs. Subsequent to the field screening, select sanples naintaining the
hi ghest concentrations of PCE were submitted for confirmatory | aboratory anal yses of VQOCs.

Begi nning in Novermber 1993, the excavated soils were stockpiled in 30 nobunds. Soil sanples
were collected fromeach of the 30 stockpiles. Each sanple was screened for PCE and
subsequently submitted for |aboratory anal yses of VOCs. O the 30 stockpile sanples anal yzed
for VOCs, 12 were above the cleanup |level of 1 ppm of PCE

Begi nning in February 1994, inpacted soils above the established risk-based cleanup | evel of 1
ppm of PCE that were characterized through testing as non-hazardous waste were transported
off-site for disposal at the Waste Managenent, G R O WS. Landfill in Mrrisville, Pennsylvania
(approxi mately 556 tons). Soils characterized as hazardous waste were transported off-site for
di sposal at the Chemical Waste Managenent's landfill in Mddel City, New York (approxi mtely

277 tons). Soils denpbnstrated to be bel ow the established cl eanup goals (approximately 1, 300
tons) were used as backfill material for the excavations.

DESCRI PTI ON OF THE NO FURTHER ACTI ON REMEDY

Al'l soils in the Former Buried Drum Area that contained concentrations of PCE above the
EPA- approved cl eanup | evel have been excavated and renoved fromthe site. The area has
been regraded and revegetated. The Forner Buried Drum Area no | onger poses an
unacceptable risk to human health or the environnment and will no |onger act as a source of
contam nation to the underlying ground water

As EPA' s risk-based cleanup | evels have been net, the Agency has determ ned that no further
action needs to be taken to renediate the soils in the Forner Buried Drum Area. This
proposed no further action remedy conplies with all federal and state requirenents.

RCD FI GURES
Figure 1. Site Location and Regi onal Topographi c Map
Fi gure 2. Site Plan
Fi gure 3. Former Buried Drum Area Sanpling Locations
Fi gure 4. Areas ldentified for Removal Action in the Forner

Buried Drum Area
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ROD TABLES
Tabl e 1. VOCs Detected in the Forner Buried Drum Area
Tabl e 2. Exposure Paraneters For Incidental Soil |ngestion
Tabl e 3. I ndi ces of Toxicity for Contanmi nants of Concern in
Former Buried Drum Area
Tabl e 4. Ri sk Determ nati on Equati ons
TABLE 1
VOLATI LE ORGANI C COVPOUNDS ( VOCS)
DETECTED | N THE FORMER BURI ED DRUM AREA
SA LS
VOoC DB-1 (2-4") DB-1 (4-6') DB-1 (6-8") DB-2 (2-4")

DB-2 (4-6') DB-2 (6-8'") DB-3 (0-2'") DB-3 (4-6') DB-3 (6-8')

Acet one ND 50B ND 3300B
ND ND ND ND ND

2- but anone ND ND ND 7100J
ND ND 1800 ND ND

trichl oroet h- ND ND ND ND
92000J ND ND ND ND

ene

tetrachl or oet h- ND ND ND 20000
16000000 2600000 14000 2300000 540000

ene (PCE)



xyl ene ND ND ND 1400

330000 10000J 1800 160, 000 29, 000
VOoC DB-4 (2-4") DB-4 (4-6'") DB-4 (6-8'") DB-5 (0-2")

DB-5 (2-4") DB-5 (4-6'") DB-6 (0-2") DB.6 (2-4") DR-6 (6-8'")

Acet one ND ND ND ND
ND ND ND 38 11

t et rachl or oet h- 3J ND ND 12J
24 10J 900J 41 ND

ene (PCE)

xyl ene ND ND ND ND
ND ND ND ND ND

B: The result is qualitatively invalied because the conmpund was al so detected in the blank at a
simlar concentration

J: This result should be considered a quantitative estinate

ND: This conmpound was anal yzed but not det ect ed.

TABLE 1 (cont.)

VOLATI LE ORGANI C COVPOUNDS ( VOCs)
DETECTED | N THE FORMVER BURLED DRUM AREA SOl LS

VOoC DB-7 (0-2") DB-7 (2,-4") DB-7 (6-8") DB-8 2-4'
DB-8 (4-6') DB-8 (6-8'") DB-9 (0-2") DB-9 (2-4") DB-9 (4-6'")
Acet one ND ND ND 3600
660J 160B 41B ND 190
1,1, 2, 2- ND ND ND ND
ND ND 28 26 10
t et rachl or oet h-
ane
t ol uene ND ND ND ND
ND ND 2J ND ND
t et rachl or oet h- 36 ND ND 980J
11J ND 120 700 50
ene (PCE)
2- but anone ND ND ND 2000
ND ND ND ND ND
VOoC DB-10 (0-2") DB-10 (2-4") DB-10 (4-6") DB-11 (0-2")
DB-11 2-4' DB-11 4-6' DB-12 0-2' DB-12 2-4' DB-12 4-6'
Acet one ND 1800B ND ND

33B ND ND ND 34B



2- but anone ND 1500B ND ND

ND ND ND ND ND

1,1, 2, 2- ND ND ND ND
ND ND ND ND ND

tetrachl oro-

et hane

t et rachl or oet h- 350J 6700 27,000 17
10J 12 34 11 4]

ene (PCE)

et hyl benzene ND ND ND ND
ND ND ND ND ND

xyl ene ND ND 480000 ND
ND ND ND ND ND

B: The result is qualitatively invalied because the conmpund was al so detected in the blank at a
simlar concentration

J: This result should be considered a quantitative estinate

ND: This conmpound was anal yzed but not det ect ed.

O TABLE 1 (cont.

VOLATI LE ORGANI C COVPOUNDS ( VOCs)
DETECTED | N THE FORMVER BURI ED DRUM AREA SOl LS

VOoC DB-13 (0-2") DB-13 (4-6") DB-13 (6-8") DB-14 (0-2")
DB- 14 4-6' DB-14 (6-8") DB- 15 0-2' DB-15 (2-4") DB-15 (4-6")
2- but anone ND ND 9B ND
8B ND ND ND ND
xyl ene ND ND ND ND
ND ND 5J 2J 3J
t et rachl or oet h- 2B ND 1B 50
ND ND 200 ND 3J
ene (PCE)
VOoC DB-16 (0-2") DB-16 (2-4") DB-16 (4.6") DB-17 (0-2")
DB-17 2-4' DB-17 (4-6") DB- 18 2-4' DB-18 (4-6") DB-18 (6-8")
Acet one ND ND ND ND
2700 200 ND 26B 21 B
t el rachl or oet h- 2J 3J 3J 7800
430J 8J 2J ND ND
ene (PCE)
xyl ene ND ND ND ND
ND ND ND ND ND

VOC DB-19 0-2' DB-19 2-4' DB-19 4-6' DB-20 0-2



DB-20 2-4' DB-20 4-6' DB-21 (0-2") DB-21 2-4' DB-21 4-6'

Acet one ND ND ND 12B
35B ND ND ND ND

net hyl ene ND 2] ND 110
3B 1B ND ND ND

chl ori de

t et rachl or oet h- ND ND ND ND
ND ND 20 27 4B

ene (PCE)

xyl ene ND ND ND 1J
580J ND ND ND ND

B: The result is qualitatively invalied because the conmpund was al so detected in the blank at a
simlar concentration

J: This result should be considered a quantitative estimte

ND: This conmpound was anal yzed but not detected.

Table 2

Standard Default Exposure Assunptions for |ncidenta
I ngestion of Contam nated Soils by Residents

Body Weight, Adult (kg) 70
Body wei ght, age 1-6 (kg) 15
Averaging tinme (years of life): 70
Soil ingestion - age adjusted (ng/d) 100
Soil ingestion age 1-6 (ng/d) 200
Soil ingestion - adult (ng/d) 100
Exposure frequency (d/y) 350
Exposure duration (y): 30

The oral potency slope factor and oral RfD for PCE are
presented in Table 2.

Table 3

I ndices of Toxicity for Contam nants Potentially
of Concern in Fornmer Drum Burial Area Soils



Cont am nant Oral RfD (ng/ kg/ d) Oral Potency Sl ope

PCE 1.00e-02 (a) 5.20e-02 (c¢)
Xyl ene 2.00e+00 (a) -

1, 2-di chl orobenzene 9.00e-02 (a) -
1, 4-di chl or obenzene NA 2.40e-02 (b)
a bt ai ned fromthe IR S dat abase.

b (bt ained fromthe Health Effects Assessnent
Sunmary Tabl es

c Provi ded by EPA Environnental Criteria and Assessnent
Ofice (ECAO, Cincinnati, OH

NA Not Avai |l abl e

The algorithnms for determ nation of the cancer risk and
hazard i ndex associated with incidental ingestion of soils
contam nated with PCE are shown in Table 3.

Tabl e 4
Det er mi nati on of cancer risk:

| RSa
Cancer Risk = SCu EF U ED 0 106ng/ kg u SF

BW U AT 0 365 d/yr

| RSa
Hazard | ndex = SC u EF 0 ED 0 106ng/ kg

BWU ED U 365 d/yr U RED

Wher e,

AT = Averagi ng Tinme

BW = Body Wei ght

ED = Exposure Duration

EF = Exposure Frequency

| RSa = Soil Ingestion Rate for Adults

Rf D = Ref erence Dose

SC = Cont am nant Concentration in Soil (ng/kg)

SF = Cancer Sl ope Factor



RESPONSI VENESS SUMVARY

RESPONSI VENESS SUMVARY
KI NG OF PRUSSI A SUPERFUND SI TE
W NSLOW TOWNSHI P, NEW JERSEY

I NTRODUCTI ON

Thi s Responsiveness Sunmary provides a sunmary of the public's coments and
concerns regarding the Proposed Plan for Operable Unit Two (OU2) for the King of
Prussia (KOP) Superfund Site. OU2 deals with the soils associated with the Forner
Buried Drum Area at the site. This Responsiveness Sunmary al so summari zes the
Envi ronnental Protection Agency's (EPA' s) responses to the comments received.

EPA hel d a public coment period from August 16, 1995 through Septenber 14, 1995 to
provide interested parties the opportunity to coment on the Proposed Plan. In

addi ti on, on August 23, 1995, EPA held a public neeting to discuss the preferred renedy
identified in the Proposed Plan for OU2 along with the rationale for this preference, and
to provide an update on the progress of the cleanup of the site.

No objections to the Proposed Plan for OU2 were received during the public coment
peri od.

Thi s Responsiveness Sunmary is divided into the followi ng sections:

l. RESPONSI VENESS SUMMARY OVERVI EW  This section briefly describes
the site background and preferred renedial alternative for the soils associated
with the Former Buried Drum Area.

. BACKGROUND ON COVMMUNI TY | NVOLVEMENT AND CONCERNS
This section provides the history of comunity concerns and interests regarding
the King of Prussia site.

[11. COWPREHENSI VE SUMVARY OF MAJOR QUESTI ONS, COWMMENTS
CONCERNS AND RESPONSES: This section summarizes the oral conmments
recei ved by EPA at the public nmeeting, and EPA' s responses to those coments.
No witten conments were received during the public comrent period.

. OVERVIEW
The King of Prussia site is |ocated on Piney Holl ow Road in Wnsl ow Townshi p

Canden County, New Jersey (see Figure 1). The ten-acre site is in a rural area
approxinately 30 m | es southeast of Phil adel phia, Pennsylvania.

In 1970, the King of Prussia Technical Corporation purchased a tract of |and owned by



W nsl ow Township for the purpose of constructing a waste recycling facility. Operations
at the site began by January 1971. Six |agoons were used to process liquid industria
waste. The stated intention of the KOP Technical Corporation was to convert these
wastes to materials that could be narketed for construction purposes and other uses.
However, the KOP Technical Corporation was unable to narket these nmaterials and the

site soon contai ned nore waste than it could process and sell

The KOP Technical Corporation filed for bankruptcy in 1974. Prior to declaring
bankruptcy, KOP sold its hauling operation to Evor Phillips, Inc. which subsequently

purchased the site property. It is believed that operations ceased and the site was
abandoned in late 1973 or early 1974. |In 1976, Wnsl ow Township forecl osed on the
property for failure of Evor Phillips to pay taxes. Wnslow Township is the current

owner of the property.

The New Jersey Department of Environnental Protection (NJDEP) was first notified of
possi bl e unaut horized activities at the site in January 1975. Subsequent field inspections
and a groundwater study perforned in 1976 indicated contanination of site soils and the
under | yi ng ground wat er

EPA confirned the contam nation with additional sampling and field investigations

during 1979, 1980 and 1982. |In Decenber 1985, the site was formally placed on the
National Priorities List of Superfund sites. Under EPA oversight, a group of potentially
responsi bl e parties (PRPs) conducted a Renedial |nvestigation and Feasibility Study
(RI/FS) at the site starting in 1985.

The RI showed that beryllium chrom um copper, nickel and zinc were the principa
contam nants detected in the soil and sludge in and around the fornmer |agoon area and
in the swale. Additional nmetals contamnants were found in two torn and rusted tankers
on the site. The site also had an area with an undeterm ned nunber of buried druns

and containers. A partially buried drumand sone soil in this Buried Drum Area were
sanpl ed during the RI. Analysis of these sanples indicated that the druns and soils in
the Buried Drum Area contai ned high concentrations of volatile and senmi -volatile

or gani ¢ conpounds.

During the RI, it becane evident that organic and inorganic (netals) contaninati on was
mgrating vertically dowward to the ground water. Many of the conpounds found in
the soil, sludge and upper aquifer are known to have adverse carci nogenic and non-

carci nogeni ¢ health effects on hunans.

Based on the studies and public input, EPA issued a Record of Decision (ROD) on

Sept enber 28, 1990 selecting a renedy for the KOP site. The remedy addresses the
net al s-contam nated soil, the contam nated ground water, as well as the contam nated
sedi nents, sludges, and buried drums and tankers on the site.

One component of the 1990 ROD was a requirenent to characterize the residually-

contam nated soils in the buried drumarea. EPA further explained in the ROD that a
subsequent remnedi al decision involving the soils associated with this area woul d be made
after the additional soils data resulting fromthis characterizati on were obtai ned and
eval uat ed

To facilitate renmedial activities, EPA divided the cleanup into three renedi al phases, or
operable units (QUs). QUL deals with the cleanup of the netal s-contam nated soil

OU2 addresses the removal of contaminated soils in the Former Buried Drum Area; and

QU3 involves the cleanup and reinjection of the ground water

I n Novenber 1991, EPA renoved the rusted tankers fromthe site and the drums from
the Buried Drum Area (now known as the Fornmer Buried Drum Area) through a
renoval action. In April 1991, EPA issued an Administrative Order, Index No. |



CERCLA 10106, directing a group of five Potentially Responsible Parties (PRP G oup)
to conplete the renedial activities described in the Septenber 1990 ROD. Since then
the PRP Group has actively pursued the site's renediation

In June 1993, the PRP Group conpleted QUL by treating approxi mately 19,200 tons of

net al s-contam nated soils and sludges. Subsequently, the PRP Group initiated
construction of the groundwater extraction, treatnment and reinjection system designated
QU3. This system began treating contam nated ground water in early 1995 and wil |
continue operating until the ground water neets the safe drinking water |evels set forth
in the Septenber 1990 ROD

The i npl enentati on of QU2 began with the anal yses of soil within the Former Buried
Drum Area. The soil was sanpl ed and anal yzed by the PRP Group in 1992. Using this
data, EPA perforned a Risk Assessnent to evaluate any risks that may be posed by the
soils in the Former Buried Drum Area. Based on this assessnment, and the subsequent
renoval of soils posing an unacceptable risk, EPA has selected a No Further Action
remedi al alternative to address the soils associated with the Former Buried Drum Area.

Il COMVUNI TY | NVOCLVEMENT AND CONCERNS

The EPA relies on public conmment and discussion to ensure the concerns of the
conmunity are considered in selecting an effective renmedy for each Superfund site.
Fromthe early stages of the renedial investigations, through renmedi al design and
renmedi al actions, EPA has worked closely with the I ocal comrunity near the KOP site.
EPA has held public neetings prior to each stage of the renedi al process, and has been
and continues to be available to neet with and answer questions fromthe |oca

conmuni ty.

The Proposed Plan for O was distributed to the public and EPA provi ded a 30-day
public coment period which ended on Septenber 14, 1995. |In addition, on Septenber
23, 1995, EPA held a public neeting in Wnslow Township to discuss this No Further
Action reconmendati on and to answer questions.

Comments received at this public neeting are addressed in Section IIl of this
Responsi veness Sunmary.

[l COWREHENSI VE SUMVARY OF MAJOR QUESTI ONS, COMMENTS
CONCERNS, AND RESPONSES

This section sunmarizes coments received fromthe public during the public coment
peri od, and EPA' s response to those coments. It should be noted that no witten
conments were received and all conments sumari zed bel ow were recei ved during the
August 23, 1995, Public Meeting.

SUMVARY OF QUESTI ONS AND EPA' S RESPONSES FROM THE AUGUST 23, 1995
PUBLI C MEETI NG

A public neeting was held on August 23, 1995 at 7:00 p.m at the Wnsl ow Township
Muni ci pal Hall, Route 73, Braddock, New Jersey. A brief presentation was given by

EPA on the history of the site, the current status of the cleanup and on the proposed No
Further Action remedy for the soils associated with the Fornmer Buried Drum Area. A
representative fromthe PRP G oup updated the community regarding the operation of

the soil washing plant that was previously located on site and that had successfully

cl eaned the netal s-contamnated soils at the site. The PRP Group representative al so

di scussed the groundwater treatment plant, which is currently operating at the site.

Al t hough the main purpose of the Public Meeting was to present the Proposed Plan for



QU2, all coments and questions were in reference to the groundwater cleanup
activities. They are provided bel ow.

Conment 1: What happens to the materials that are being noved off-site during the
groundwater treatnent? Where is off-site?

Response: Currently, the only nmaterial being noved-off site is the sludge fromthe
groundwat er treatnent plant. The treatnment process produces what is considered non-
hazardous waste. The waste has been accepted by the Pennsyl vani a Departnent of

Envi ronnent al Resources as non-hazardous material. It is shipped fromthe KOP site to
the GRONS Landfill in Pennsylvania. The GROAS facility is a permtted |andfill

Conment 2: Are volatile organics being vented into the air during operation of the
groundwat er treatnent plan?

Response: Yes. The groundwater treatment facility is regulated by an air pernt that
allows a certain amount of volatile organic conpounds to be released into the air. |If

| evel s of such volatiles exceed the allowable |evels, additional treatnment woul d be
necessary. As the volatile contamination in the ground water is in the |ow part per
billion range, it is unlikely that the permt levels will be contravened. All volatiles
rel eased to date are within the permt requirenents.

Comment 3: Are particulates being vented into the air during operation of the
groundwat er treatnent plant?

Response: There are no particul ates being vented into the air during operation of the
groundwat er pl ant.

Comment 4: \Wich direction does the ground water flow?

Response: The ground water flows towards the southwest, in the direction of the G eat
Egg Harbor River.

Conment 5: Is the water problemon Spring Road related to what is going on at the
King of Prussia site.

Response: No. The contamination at the King of Prussia site is very localized. The
pl ume of contamination is relatively small and does not pass near Spring Road.

Conmment 6: How long will it take to clean the ground water?

Response: Based on conputer nodelling, it should take about 17 years to reduce the
contam nation in the water to drinking water |evels. However, actual cleanup could be
faster or slower depending on a nunmber of variables such as the concentration of the
influent, and the ability of the local soils to retain the volatile chem cal contani nants.

Comment 7: Who is paying for the cleanup? How nmuch does it cost?

Response: A group of five Potentially Responsible Parties is paying for the cleanup. To
date, the PRPs have spent $10 nillion for remedial activities and about $2 million on

i nvestigations at the site. Future cost, in current value dollars, could range from $3
mllion to $10 million, depending on how | ong groundwater punping and treatnent are
required.
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ROD
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Renedy:

ROD FACT SHEET

Ki ng of Prussia

W nsl ow Townshi p, New Jer sey

2

29.58 (10/23/81)

SI D 00551; EPA | D NJD980505341

9/ 27/ 95

No Action (contam nants in the soil around a
former buried drumarea are bel ow EPA' s ri sk
based cl eanup level, therefore renedia
action is not warranted)

Qperating Unit Nunber: QU2

Capital cost:
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